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SERMO  1ST  1 . 


ON  BAPTISM. 

Romans  vi.,  4. — “  Therefore  we  are  buried  with  him  by  baptism 
into  death;  that  like  as  Christ  was  raised  up  from  the  dead  by 
the  glory  of  the  Father ,  even  so  we  also  should  walk  in  newness 
of  life 

We  have  selected  the  above  as  a  sort  of  text,  partly  because  some 
think  they  see  in  its  peculiar  phraseology  the  mode  of  baptism,  and 
partly  because  we  think  we  see  in  it,  the  obligation  laid  on  one  by 
baptism.  This  shall  be  noticed  in  dwelling  on  the  mode. 

In  pursuing  our  work  in  regard  to  baptism,  we  design  ta  notice : — 
First,  the  purposes  of  its  institution, — Second,  the  subjects, — and 
Third,  the  mode. 

First,  the  purposes  of  baptism. 

All  religious  people  allow  that  God  has  had  true  worshipers  from  a 
very  remote  age.  As  it  has  ever  been  his  design  to  make  himself 
known  to  the  nations  of  the  earth  through  the  instrumentality  of  his 
people,  he  has  been  pleased  to  pursue  a  course  by  which  they  should 
stand  out  distinct  from  the  world.  Those  thus  distinguished  consti¬ 
tute,  in  every  age,  the  Congregation ,  or  Church  of  the  Living  God. 
All  who  are  in  spirit  what  the  divine  law  requires,  constitute  the 
invisible  church,  and  such  as  attend  to  the  rituals  instituted  to  distin¬ 
guish  his  people,  belong  to  the  visible  church.  Baptism,  then,  is  first) 
a  visible  or  outward  token  to  the  world ,  of  our  introduction  into  the 
visible  Church  of  Christ.  It  is  the  ritual  distinction  between  chris_ 
tians  and  heathens.  God  has  kept  up  such  distinction  between  his 
church  and  the  world,  ever  since  the  davs  of  Abraham.  Under  the 
old  dispensation  the  rite  was  circumcision;  under  the  new,  it  is  bap' 
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tism.  Baptism  and  the  Lord’s  Supper  stand  in  the  same  relation  to 
the  Christian  Church,  that  circumcision  and  the  passover  did  to  the 
Jewish.  One  is  initiatory,  the  other  is  commemorative. 

So  far  as  we  are  acquainted,  our  Baptist  friends  agree  with  us,  that 
baptism  is  the  rite  of  initiation,  or  “  door  ”  into  the  visible  Church  of 
Christ.  If  baptism  is  not  initiatory,  there  is  no  such  rite  in  the 
Christian  Church— as  the  sacrament  can  not  be  of  that  character, 
having  been  ordained  to  be  often  repeated  to  “  show  forth  the  Lord’s 
death  till  he  come.” 

But,  Secondly — baptism  is  likewise  the  covenant  seal  given  to  the 
members  of  the  Christian  Church ;  and,  in  this  respect,  answers  the 
same  end  to  us  that  circumcision  did  to  the  Jews.  Hence  the  Apostle 
declares,  Rom.  4 — 11,  “Abraham  received  the  sign  of  circumcision,  a 
seal  of  the  righteousness  of  the  faith  which  he  had,  yet  being  uncir¬ 
cumcised.”  The  terms  of  the  covenant  of  which  circumcision  was 
the  seal,  originated  wholly  with  God ;  as  he  was  the  only  one  that  un¬ 
derstood  what  obligations  could  justly  be  imposed  on  man,  and  what 
promises  it  would  be  suitable  for  him,  in  his  mercy,  to  bind  himself 
to  perform.  In  the  covenant  made  with  Abraham,  the  requirement 
was,  “Walk  before  me  and  be  thou  perfect,”  Gen.  17 — 1.  The 
promise  on  the  part  of  God  was,  “  I  will  be  a  God  to  thee  and  to  thy 
seed,  and  in  thee  shall  all  families  of  the  earth  be  blessed,”  Gen.  1 2 : 
3.  This  the  Apostle  Paul  understood  to  imply  gospel  blessings,  as 
he  says,  Gal.  3 — 8,  “  The  scripture  foreseeing  that  God  would  justify 
the  heathen  through  faith,  preached  before  the  gospel  unto  Abraham? 
saying,  ‘In  thee  shall  all  nations  be  blessed.’  ”  And,  at  the  very  time 
when  Peter  charged  the  people  to  repent  and  be  baptized,  he  said? 
“  The  promise  is  unto  you  and  to  your  children,”  Acts  2 — 39.  It  is  also 
evident  that  certain  obligations  were  laid  on  those  who  received  bap¬ 
tism,  from  Gal.  3 — 27,  “As  many  of  you  as  have  been  baptized  into 
Christ  have  put  on  Christ.”  And  the  command  to  the  Apostles  was, 
“Go  teach  (Gr.  mathetusate ,  disciple ,)  all  nations;  baptising  them  in 
the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.” 
Christ  said  expressly  also,  “  Except  a  man  deny  himself  and  take  up 
his  cross  and  follow  me  he  can  not  be  my  disciple.”  Here  are  posi¬ 
tive  terms  of  discipleship  and  they  are  binding  on  all  who  receive 
baptism,  or  enter  into  the  Christian  covenant.  It  is  evident  from  Gal. 
3—27,  that  to  be  baptized  into  any  one,  is  to  espouse  his  cause  and 
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become  subject  to  bis  government.  Hence  in  Rom.  6 — 3,  4,  it  is  said? 

“  Know  ye  not  that  so  many  of  us  as  were  baptized  into  Jesus  Christ 
were  baptized  into  his  death  ?  Therefore  we  are  buried  with  him  by 
baptism  into  death ;  that  like  as  Christ  was  raised  up  from  the  dead 
by  the  glory  of  the  Father,  even  so  we  also  should  walk  in  newness 
of  life.”  Here  the  obligation  to  walk  in  newness  of  life  rests  upon  the 
consideration  of  haring  been  baptized  into  Christ;  having  put  on 
Christ;  or  assumed  the  badge  of  discipleship.  From  all  this  it  is 
plain  that  baptism  implies  a  covenant,  of  which  it  is  the  visible  seal. 

Thirdly — baptism  is  a  sign  of  inward  grace,  or  the  work  of  the 
Spirit  on  the  heart.  This  was  true  also  of  circumcision,  as  declared, 
Rom.  2 — 28,  29,  “For  he  is  not  a  Jew  which  is  one  outwardly, 
neither  is  that  circumcision  which  is  outward  in  the  flesh ;  but  he  is  a 
Jew  which  is  one  inwardly ,  and  circumcision  is  that  of  the  heart,  in 
the  spirit,  and  not  in  the  letter,  whose  praise  is  not  of  men  but  of 
God.”  And  the  promise,  Deut.  30 — 6  was,  “The  Lord  thy  God  will 
circumcise  thy  heart”  So  of  baptism;  Christ  said  to  his  disciples, 
Acts  1 — 5,  “John  truly  baptized  with  water,  but  ye  shall  be  baptized 
with  the  Holy  Ghost.”  Also  the  Apostle,  1  Cor.  12 — 13,  “For  by 
one  Spirit  are  we  all  baptized  into  one  Body.”  Again,  1  Pet.  3 — 21? 
baptism  is  “  not  the  putting  away  the  filth  of  the  flesh,  but  the  an¬ 
swer  of  a  good  conscience  toward  God.”  The  sense  in  the  original  is, 
“ the  response  of  a  good  conscience”;  that  is,  an  outward  emblem, 
corresponding  to  the  inward  grace  of  a  good  conscience.  The  decla¬ 
ration  Eph.  5 — 25,  26,  “  Christ  loved  the  church  and  gave  himself 
for  it  that  he  might  sanctify  and  cleanse  it  with  the  washing  of  water 
by  the  word;”  and  Tit.  3 — 5,  “He  saved  us  by  the  washing  of  re¬ 
generation,”  evidently  allude  to  the  baptismal  ritual,  as  emblematical 
of  the  inward  work  of  grace.  From  all  this  it  will  appear  that  bap¬ 
tism,  like  circumcision,  is  an  initiatory  rite  into  the  visible  church;  the 
seal  of  the  covenant;  and  a  sign  of  inward  grace.  The  legitimate 
conclusion  is,  that  baptism  has  taken  the  place  of  circumcision.  This 
our  Baptist  friends  deny ;  and  to  make  their  denial  good  they  affirm 
that  circumcision  was  administered  to  males  only,  while  baptism  is  ad¬ 
ministered  to  both  sexes.  Is  this  any  proof  that  one  has  not  taken 
the  place  of  the  other  ?  Suppose  a  man  dismisses  one  servant  and 
employs  another,  and  in  the  mean  time  adopts  a  child  into  his  family ; 
has  not  the  latter  servant  taken  the  place  of  the  former?  Just  as 
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fully  as  if  there  had  been  no  addition  to  the  family.  So  God  dis¬ 
poses  of  circumcision  and  employs  baptism,  and  thus  admits  females 
to  the  privilege  who  had  been  excluded  from  the  former  ritual.  How 
can  the  Apostle  affirm  as  in  Gal.  3 — 28,  of  those  that  have  been  bap¬ 
tized  into  Christ,  “  there  is  neither  male  nor  female,”  unless  he  refers 
to  the  Universal  application  of  the  newly  instituted  ritual  to  males  and 
females,  as  distinguished  from  the  former  which  was  restricted  to 
males?  Col.  2 — 11,  is  proof,  also,  that  baptism  comes  instead  of  cir¬ 
cumcision.  The  Apostle  asserted  that  his  brethren  were  “circumcised 
with  the  circumcision  made  without  hands,  in  putting  off  the  body  of 
the  sins  of  the  flesh  by  the  circumcision  of  Christ.”  Here  you  per¬ 
ceive  that  the  circumcision  of  Christ  is  the  means  by  which  the 
spiritual  circumcision,  or  that  “  made  without  hands”  is  effected.  No 
one  can  understand  that  Christ’s  literal  and  personal  circumcision  is 
the  means  of  our  becoming  spiritual ;  nor  that  spiritual  circumcision 
is  the  means  of  spiritual  circumcision ;  but  baptism ,  which  is  Christ’s 
circumcision,  or  what  he  instituted  in  its  stead.  In  the  next  place  the 
Baptists  are  ready  to  leave  the  Almighty  without  any  Church  in  the 
world  till  the  days  of  Christ,  rather  than  allow  that  baptism  has  taken 
the  place  of  circumcision.  They  tell  us  that  the  Jewish  people  were  no 
Church,  but  only  a  sort  of  political  association,  divinely  instituted. 
Let  the  word  of  God  (not  their  assertion)  settle  that  question.  Hear 
the  Apostle  when  speaking  of  Moses,  Acts  7 — 38,  “This  is  he  which 
was  in  the  church  in  the  wilderness,  with  the  angel  which  spake  to 
him  in  the  Mount  Sinai.”  See  also  Ps.  22 — 22,  as  quoted  by  the 
Apostle  Heb.  2-—J2,  “I  will  declare  thy  name  unto  my  brethren,  in  the 
midst  of  the  church  will  I  sing  praise  unto  thee.’*  So  said  David  in  his 
affliction.  Let  it  be  understood  that  in  both  the  above  places  the 
word  in  the  original  is  **  ecclesia ,”  which  I  find  on  examination  oc¬ 
curs  seventy-one  times  in  the  New  Testament,  and  in  every  instance  is 
translated  “  Church .”  Mark,  it  is  “  the  Church,”  not  a  Church,  or 
some  sort  of  Church.  Again;  Christ  said  to  the  Jews,  Mat.  21 — 43, 
“  The  kingdom  of  God  shall  be  taken  from  you,  and  given  to  a  nation 
bringing  forth  the  fruits  thereof.”  Christ  could  not  here  mean  the 
invisible  kingdom,  or  Church  state,  because  the  Jews  as  a  nation  had 
already  lost  this,  and  on  this  account  were  threatened  with  the  priva¬ 
tion  of  the  visible  kingdom,  or  Church  state.  Hence,  we  must 
unavoidably  conclude  that  the  same  kingdom  which  was  afterward 
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enjoyed  by  the  Gentiles,  had  been  previously  enjoyed  by  the  Jews. 
But,  though  most,  yet  not  all  of  the  Jews  were  deprived  of  this  privi¬ 
lege,  as  appears  from  Rom.  11 — 24.  The  Apostle,  addressing  himself 
to  the  Gentile  respecting  the  rejected  Jews,  says,  “For  if  thou  wert 
cut  out  of  the  olive  tree,  which  is  wild  by  nature,  and  wert  grafted 
contrary  to  nature  into  a  good  olive  tree,  how  much  more  shall  these 
which  be  the  natural  branches  be  grafted  into  their  own  olive  tree.” 
Here  again  it  is  perfectly  plain,  that  the  olive  tree  or  Church  into 
which  believing  Gentiles  were  brought,  and  into  which  the  rejected 
Jews  may  again  be  brought,  (for  if  they  abide  not  in  unbelief  they 
shall  be  grafted  in  again,  says  the  Apostle,)  was  the  Jews’  “own  olive 
tree”  or  Church.  This  must  settle  the  question  with  all  the  candid, 
not  only  that  the  Jews  had  a  Church,  but  that  it  was  the  very  one  of 
which  the  Apostle  says,  Eph.  3 — 6,  “That  the  Gentiles  should  be 
fellow-heirs,  and  of  the  same  body.”  The  identity  of  the  Church  is 
not  lost  by  the  dawn  of  a  gospel  day,  a  change  of  priesthood  and  of 
rituals.  This  very  Church  began  with  Abraham,  who  is  “the  Father 
of  all  that  believe,”  and  ever  since  his  day,  all  that  have  been  really 
“  Christ’s  were  Abraham’s  seed,  and  heirs  according  to  the  promise.” 

But  again :  we  argue  that  baptism  has  taken  the  place  of  circum¬ 
cision  from  the  declaration  of  the  early  Fathers  respecting  it.  In  the 
year  254,  Fidus,  an  African  Bishop,  applied  to  Cyprain,  Bishop  of 
Carthage,  to  know  whether  infants  must  be  baptized  on  the  Sth  day5 
that  being  the  day  on  which  circumcision  was  administered.  The 
decision  of  a  council  of  66  Bishops  was  communicated  to  Fidus  in  the 
59th  Epis,  of  Cyprain,  stating  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  delay  till 
that  time.  See  Watson's  Institutes,  vol.  2,  p.  645.  Why  was  the 
inquiry  made  whether  it  must  be  on  the  eighth  day,  if  not  in  view  of 
its  having  come  instead  of  circumcision  ?  Again,  see  Chrysostom  as 
quoted  by  Dr.  Wall,  p.  96;  “  Our  circumcision,  I  mean  the  grace  of 
baptism,  gives  cure  without  pain  and  procures  to  us  a  thousand  bene¬ 
fits.  And  it  has  no  determinate  time  as  the  ancient  circumcision  had.” 
This  was  written  within  270  years  of  the  Apostolic  age.  Bazil,  quoted 
by  Dr.  Wall,  p,  83,  says,  “A  Jew  does  not  delay  circumcision  because 
of  the  threatening  that  every  soul  that  is  not  circumcised  the  eighth  day 
shall  be  cut  off  from  his  people ;  and  dost  thou  put  off  the  circum¬ 
cision  made  without  hands,  which  is  performed  in  baptism ,  when  thou 
hearest  our  Lord  himself  say,  ‘Verily,  verily  I  say  unto  you,  except 
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one  be  born  of  water  and  of  the  spirit,  be  can  not  enter  tbe  kingdom 
of  God.’”  Justin,  living  in  tbe  same  age  with  tbe  last  two,  says, 
“We  may  make  an  estimate  bow  much  baptism  avails  infants,  by  tbe 
circumcision  which  God’s  people  formerly  received.”  Lastly,  Justin 
Martyr,  who  wrote  within  about  40  years  of  tbe  Apostolic  age,  says 
in  bis  dialogue  with  Trypho,  a  Jew,  “We  are  circumcised  by  baptism 
with  Christ’s  circumcision.”  And  for  this  be  bad  tbe  authority  of 
Col.  2 — 11.  How  would  he  dare  to  lay  himself  open  thus  to  be 
confronted  by  tbe  Jew  on  tbe  spot,  as  be  must  have  done  if  baptism 
bad  not  taken  tbe  place  of  circumcision  ?  By  these  testimonies  we 
consider  tbe  question  settled  beyond  honest  contradiction.  Circum* 
cision  was  the  only  initiatory  rite  under  tbe  old  dispensation,  and 
baptism  is  tbe  only  one  under  the  new,  so  that  there  is  no  other 
conclusion  than  that  tbe  latter  has  taken  tbe  place  of  tbe  former. 

We  next  proceed  to  notice  tbe  subjects  of  baptism.  All  who  be¬ 
lieve  in  water  baptism  at  all,  agree  that  unbaptized  believing  adults 
are  proper  subjects  of  baptism.  But  our  Baptist  friends  contend  that 
none  but  believers  are  fit  subjects,  because  Christ  said,  “  He  that  be- 
lievetb  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved .”  This  they  call  the  law  of 
baptism ;  and  roundly  assert  that  it  excludes  all  but  believers  from  tbe 
baptismal  rite.  But  bow  does  it  appear  that  this  text  excludes  infants 
from  baptism  ?  Does  it  say  “  He  that  believeth  not  shall  not  be  bap¬ 
tized?”  Ho  such  thing.  Yet  suppose  it  did  say  so.  What  then? 
Christ  said  positively,  “  He  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned  ” 
But  who,  with  even  this  before  bis  eyes,  believes  that  infants  must  be 
damned?  And  why  do  we  not  believe  they  must  be  excluded  from 
heaven  for  unbelief?  For  the  plain  reason  that  they  are  incapable  of 
faith.  And  Christ  no  more  taught  their  exclusion  from  baptism  for 
want  of  faith,  than  he  did  their  damnation  for  want  of  it.  So  under 
the  old  dispensation,  “Abraham  believed  God  and  it  was  counted  to 
him  for  righteousness,  and  he  received  the  sign  of  circumcision,  a 
seal  of  the  righteousness  of  the  faith  he  had,  yet  being  uncircumcised.” 
How  suppose  we  apply  the  Baptists’  rule  again.  Infants  eight  days 
old  can  not  believe;  therefore  they  must  be  excluded  from  circum¬ 
cision.  Could  they  make  any  Jew  believe  it,  think  yeu  ?  So  you 
see  this  “  law  of  baptism  ”  if  it  has  any  force  in  it,  would  as  fatally 
overthrow  infant  circumcision ,  as  infant  baptism.  Again :  it  is  ob. 
jected;  “baptizing  infants  is  binding  their  consciences  and  laying 
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covenant  obligations  on  them  without  their  consent.”  The  Jews  laid 
covenant  obligations  on  their  children  but  eight  days  old ;  did  they  do 
wrong?  God  declared,  Gen.  1 7 — 14,  “  The  uncircuracised  man-child 
shall  be  cut  off  from  his  people;  he  hath  broken  my  covenant.” 
Here  the  non-performance  of  the  rite  left  the  delinquent  obnoxious  to 
the  curse  of  God.  Hence  it  appears  that  formerly  the  offence  con¬ 
sisted  in  neglecting  the  application  of  the  covenant  seal  to  infants ;  but 
in  the  estimation  of  our  Baptist  friends  we  now  offend  in  applying 
the  seal. 

Concerning  the  covenant  obligations  laid  on  children,  the  truth  is, 
they  all  originated  with  God  himself,  who  knows  his  own  claims,  and 
certainly  has  a  right  to  insist  on  them ;  and  if  he  has  appointed  parents, 
(as  he  certainly  has,)  as  the  instruments  to  make  known  to  their  offspring 
his  claims  upon  them,  and  charged  such  parents  to  fix  upon  them  the 
seal  of  the  covenant,  they  have  no  right  to  demur.  Whatever  the 
child  may  think  of  it  afterward,  the  parent  must  do  his  work  at  God’s 
bidding,  and  then  leave  the  event  with  him.  If,  when  the  child 
arrives  at  adult  age  he  shall  prefer  falsehood  to  truth,  and  drunken¬ 
ness  to  sobriety;  still  it  is  the  duty  of  the  parent  while  he  has  the 
training  of  him,  to  restrain  him  from  these  things,  and  equally  so  to 
oblige  him  to  anything  else  which  God  has  commanded  or  instituted. 
In  worldly  matters,  Baptists  themselves  think  it  no  infringement  of 
right  to  bind  their  heirs  without  their  consent,  to  the  fulfillment  of 
legal  contracts.  When  we  ask  their  reason  for  it,  they  reply  as 
rational  men,  “We  secure  to  them  an  amount  of  property  equal  to 
the  fulfillment  of  the  obligation  laid  upon  them.”  Why  then  are  they 
afraid  to  lay  them  under  obligations  to  meet  those  spiritual  require¬ 
ments,  in  the  fulfillment  of  which,  they  meet  the  smile  of  their  Maker 
here,  and  lay  up  a  treasure  in  the  world  to  come  ?  Tell  us,  then,  what 
child  is  harmed  by  learning  that  the  seal  of  a  most  solemn  covenant 
has  been  placed  upon  him ;  especially  if  all  the  obligations  of  tfiat 
covenant  are  constantly  and  seriously  urged  upon  him  ?  It  is 
objected  again,  that  “baptism  can  do  infants  no  good.”  We  reply,  it 
can  do  them  as  much  good  as  circumcision  could  those  of  the 
Jews.  But  we  are  asked  our  reasons  for  administering  baptism  to 
infants  ? 

First,  then:  We  do  it  on  the  ground  that  they  belong  to  Christ; 
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they  belong  to  bis  invisible  Church,  his  spiritual  kingdom.  Mark  10; 
13,  &c.,  “And  they  brought  young  children  to  Christ  that  he  should 
touch  them ;  and  his  disciples  rebuked  those  that  brought  them.  But 
when  Jesus  saw  it  he  was  much  displeased  and  said  unto  them,  suffer  the 
little  children  to  come  unto  me  and  forbid  them  not,  for  of  such  is  the 
kingdom  of  God.”  Luke  says  they  were  “  brepha  ”  infants.  This 
proves  that  infants  belong  to  the  kingdom  of  God.  But  if  they 
belong  to  the  invisible  Church  or  kingdom,  they  are  proper  candidates 
for  his  visible  Church  or  kingdom ;  unless  we  insist  that  the  quali¬ 
fications  for  the  visible  must  be  greater  than  those  required  by  the 
Almighty  for  the  invisible  Church.  Who  but  a  self-righteous 
Pharisee  would  say  so?  We  hope  to  be  ready  to  open  the  door  into 
the  visible  Church  to  all  who  we  are  satisfied  belong  to  the  spiritual 
or  invisible  Church.  While  adults  are  justified  by  faith  only,  we 
shall  feel  at  liberty  to  require  faith  in  order  to  their  baptism.  But, 
seeing  we  are  assured  by  the  word  of  God  that  he  justifies  infants 
without  faith,  we  feel  bound  to  dispense  with  it  in  order  to  their 
baptism. 

Secondly:  We  ground  the  propriety  of  infant  baptism  on  the  fact 
that  infants  were  constituted  members  of  the  visible  Church,  and,  for 
about  2000  years  Jewish  parents  brought  them  into  it  by  circumcision, 
even  up  to  the  time  when  the  seal  was  changed  to  baptism.  Have 
they  ever  been  prohibited  from  admission  into  the  Church  by  Him 
who  first  gave  the  law  for  their  introduction  ?  Nothing  of  the  kind 
can  be  found  in  the  divine  record.  Who,  then,  has  authority  to  shut 
them  from  baptism  ?  The  Baptists  say  we  must  not  admit  them  be¬ 
cause  there  is  no  express  commandment  for  it  in  the  New  Testament. 
We  say  we  are  bound  to  admit  them  because  there  is  no  express 
prohibition.  They  were  made  members  of  the  visible  Church  under 
the  old  dispensation,  by  a  positive  institution  of  the  Almighty,  and  he 
lias  never  signified  to  us  his  intention  to  un-Church  them.  If  the 
Baptists  say  they  must  be  outcasts  from  the  Church,  still  we  doubt 
their  authority  to  annul  a  positive  institution  of  God.  Now  if  we  are 
not  utterly  incapable  of  understanding  logic,  their  reason  for  rejecting 
infants  from  baptism  is  a  powerful  argument  in  favor  of  their  recep¬ 
tion.  Taken  in  connection  with  the  Scripture  facts  wTe  have  adduced, 
it  would  stand  thus;  “  Infants  of  believing  parents  were  constituted 


members  of  the  visible  Church  3*753  years  ago,  by  a  positive  direction 
of  Jehovah;  but  there  is  no  express  command  in  the  New  Testament 
touching  their  membership the  Baptists  say,  “  therefore  they  are 
excluded  from  the  New  Testament  rite  of  admission.”  But  we  say  , 
therefore  they  should  be  baptized.  What  would  become  of  the 
Christian  Sabbath  under  such  meddling  hands  as  the  Baptists  apply 
to  infants?  The  New  Testament  no  where  expressly  enjoins  the 
observance  of  it,  therefore  it  must  not  be  observed.  Will  they  abide 
the  result?  Candor  would  oblige  us  to  sav,  that,  as  the  law  made 
under  the  old  dispensation  for  the  observance  of  the  Sabbath  has 
never  been  repealed,  that  law  is  still  binding.  Though  it  has  been 
changed  by  Apostolic  use,  from  the  seventh  day  to  the  first  day, 
neither  the  Baptists  nor  ourselves  believe  that  this  change  together 
with  the  silence  of  the  New  Testament  touching  its  observance,  re" 
leases  us  from  the  obligation  to  keep  it  holy.  And  if  the  Baptists  would 
use  the  same  logic  and  the  same  honesty  in  reference  to  infants,  they 
would  say,  that  neither  the  change  of  the  ritual  from  circumcision  to 
baptism,  nor  the  silence  of  the  New  Testament  respecting  its  applica¬ 
tion  to  infants,  releases  us  from  the  obligation  to  administer  it  to  them. 
Again :  there  is  no  express  command  for  female  communion.  There¬ 
fore  the  Baptists,  from  their  mode  of  argument,  ought  not  to  admit 
females  to  the  Lord’s  Supper.  Yet  like  us,  they  here  dispense  with 
express  commands,  and,  accepting  of  fair  inference,  respectfully  invite 
them  to  their  communion.  But  it  is  objected,  “  If  infants  are  to  be 
baptized  because  there  is  no  prohibition  in  the  New  Testament,  they 
should  be  admitted  to  the  Lord’s  Supper  for  the  same  reason.”  This 
by  no  means  follows.  1st.  Because  Jewish  infants  were  neither  com¬ 
manded  nor  allowed  to  eat  the  passover,  (which  stands  over  against  the 
Lord’s  Supper,)  till  they  were  twelve  years  old.  Hircanus,  in  Jose¬ 
phus,  says,  “  There  was  a  law  that  forbade  a  child  that  was  born,  to 
taste  of  the  sacrifice  till  he  had  been  at  the  Temple  and  sacrificed.” 
Antiq.  Bk.  12,  ch.  4,  sec.  8.  Hence  in  Luke  2 — 42  we  read,  u  When 
Christ  was  twelve  years  old  they  (he  and  his  parents)  went  up  to 
Jerusalem  after  the  custom  of  the  feast.”  The  41st  verse  informs  us 
that  this  was  the  passover.  But,  2d.  Infants  are  not  to  eat  the  Lord’s 
Supper  because  they  are  physically  incapable  of  eating  bread  and 
drinking  wine.  3d.  Because  they  are  mentally  disqualified  for  doing 
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it  in  remembrance  of  Christ.  Here  then  is  the  correct  rule  respecting” 
laws,  whether  human  or  divine.  The  enactment  of  a  law  once ,  con¬ 
stitutes  it  a  law  perpetually,  unless  it  be  repealed ;  and  the  circumstance 
of  a  silence  respecting  it,  in  subsequent  enactments,  instead  of  furnishing 
evidence  of  its  nullification,  is  proof  that  it  is  still  in  force.  Take  an 
illustration.  Suppose  a  member  of  our  legislature,  at  its  present  ses¬ 
sion,  should,  on  his  return,  inform  the  public  that  not  one  word  had 
passed  against  Sabbath  breaking ;  would  any  man  in  his  senses  say, 
therefore  there  is  no  law  against,  when  everybody  knows  such  a  law 
has  been  enacted  heretofore?  If  the  present  legislature  has  been 
silent  on  the  point,  then  of  course  the  law  has  not  been  repealed,  and 
is  necessarily  in  force.  So  in  regard  to  infants.  God  has  once  com¬ 
manded  circumcision  to  be  given,  to  introduce  them  as  well  as  adults, 
into  his  visible  Church ;  and  though  he  has  changed  the  rite  to  bap¬ 
tism,  yet  he  has  given  no  intimation  that  any  part  of  the  subjects  may 
be  rejected.  Now  suppose  that  Christ  and  the  Apostles  had  actually 
told  the  Jews,  that  though  their  infant  children  had  been  regularly 
introduced  into  the  Church,  by  the  appointed  ritual  for  2000  years, 
yet  under  the  new  and  better  dispensation  they  were  henceforth  to  be 
rejected.  Can  any  man  persuade  himself  that  neither  Doctor  nor 
Lawyer,  Scribe  nor  Pharisee,  Priest  nor  Levite,  would  ever  have 
opened  his  lips  against  it  ?  Especially  while  they  looked  upon  every 
innovation  with  such  jealousy,  and  never  yielded  to  the  slightest 
change,  but  with  the  greatest  reluctance  and  the  strongest  disputation. 
But  where  is  even  the  intimation,  either  in  the  evangelists,  or  the  writings 
of  the  Apostles,  that  any  Jew  ever  complained  of  the  neglect  of  his 
children,  under  the  gospel  economy  ?  Where  is  any  record  of  it  in 
history?  If  the  New  Testament  has  failed  to  transmit  it,  why  has  no 
Jewish  historian  ever  seen  fit  to  notice  the  innovation  ?  Is  it  possible 
that  such  sticklers  for  the  preservation  of  every  jot  and  tittle  of  cere¬ 
monial  observance,  should  be  perfectly  mute,  when  the  whole  race  of 
their  infants  were  swept  at  once  from  the  pale  of  the  visible  Church  ? 
We  may  pronounce  it  a  moral  impossibility.  Hence  the  argument 
urges  itself  upon  us  with  a  force  irresistible. 

Thirdly:  We  urge  the  propriety  of  infant  baptism  by  strong  infer¬ 
ences  from  certain  Scriptures,  taken  in  connection  with  preceding 
considerations.  When  Peter  was  opening  the  new  dispensation  among 


13 


the  Jews,  and  urging  baptism  upon  them,  so  far  was  he  from  rejecting 
infants,  that  he  expressly  said,  “  The  promise  is  to  you  and  to  your 
children .”  We  may  ask  what  promise?  The  one  recorded  Gen.  17 : 
7,  no  doubt:  “  I  will  be  a  God  to  thee  and  to  thy  seed.”  Certainly 
seed  in  Genesis  must  mean  the  same  as  children  in  Acts.  Let  it  be 
observed  that  each  of  these  stands  connected  with  an  instituted  ritual 
by  which  persons  were  introduced  into  the  visible  Church;  in  one 
case  by  circumcision,  in  the  other  by  baptism.  The  rite  with  which 
the  promise  made  to  Abraham  stood  connected,  was  to  be  adminis¬ 
tered  to  those  to  whom  the  promise  was  given,  viz:  parents  and 
children.  Peter,  as  a  Jew,  had  always  been  accustomed  to  this  asso¬ 
ciation.  He  was  addressing  Jews,  who  had  always  understood  the 
observance  of  the  rite  to  be  indispensable  to  the  fulfillment  of  the 
terms  of  the  covenant.  God  had  declared,  “  The  uncircumcised 
man-child  shall  be  cut  off  from  my  people;  he  hath  broken  my  cove¬ 
nant.”  Consequently  the  Jew  could  not  fail  to  apprehend,  that  a 
neglect  to  fix  on  his  child  the  seal  of  the  covenant,  not  only  deprived 
him  of  the  blessing  of  that  covenant,  but  exposed  him  to  the  curse 
of  God.  Mark  further:  The  Apostle  is  urging  upon  the  people  the 
new  seal  of  the  covenant  (baptism)  in  connection  with  the  promise 
“to  you  and  to  your  children.”  Under  these  circumstances  how 
could  the  Jew  fail  to  understand,  as  he  always  had  done,  that  the  seal 
was  to  be  given  to  all  included  in  the  promise  ?  And  how  could  he 
fail  to  expect  the  displeasure  of  God,  if  his  children  were  left  wdthout 
the  seal?  In  Luke  9 — 43,  Christ  said,  after  setting  a  little  child  by 
him,  “Whosoever  shall  receive  this  child  in  my  name  receiveth  me.” 
Here  is  some  sort  of  identity  between  Christ  and  the  child,  which 
constitutes  the  reception  of  it  in  his  name  equal  to  a  reception  of  him. 
This  resemblance  must  arise  from  some  religious  connection  between 
them,  of  such  a  character  as  to  lay  Christians  under  obligation  to  re¬ 
ceive  such  in  the  name  of  Christ.  But  how  do  we  receive  children 
in  the  name  of  Christ,  when  we  refuse  them  his  baptism?  Do  we 
receive  them  at  all?  The  cases  of  household  baptism  furnish 
strong  presumptive  evidence  in  favor  of  infant  baptism,  but  as  we 
study  brevity,  we  pass  over  these  to  notice  the  “  antiquity  of  the  prac¬ 
tice.”  Mr.  A.  Campbell,  the  boasted  champion  against  infant  baptism, 
says,  in  his  debate  with  Macalla,  p.  201,  “  Often  we  have  called  infant 


14 


sprinkling  a  tradition  of  popery.”  Mr.  Bliss  asserts  tlie  same  in  the 
Baptist  Register.  As  this  is  often  affirmed,  we  hazard  the  declaration 
that  we  can  give  a  death  blow  to  all  such  assertions.  According  to 
Moshiem,  vol.  1,  p.  178,  7th  Century,  “When  the  Bishops  of  Con¬ 
stantinople  maintained  that  their  Church  was  equal  in  dignity  and 
authority  to  that  of  Rome,  the  tyrant  Phocas  opposed  their  preten¬ 
sions  and  granted  the  pre-eminence  to  the  Church  of  Rome;  and 
thus  was  the  papal  supremacy  first  introduced.”  Before  this,  then,  it  is 
certain  there  was  no  popery,  But  this  supremacy  was  acknowledged 
by  no  council  till  the  year  1115.  Image  worship  arose  in  the  year 
800.  Transubstantiation  and  auricular  confession  in  the  year  1215. 
The  seven  sacraments,  in  the  year  1247.  Purgatory  and  indulgences, 
A.  D.  1438.  The  question  then  is  settled,  that  if  infant  baptism  is  a 
tradition  or  offspring  of  popery,  it  must  have  commenced  since  the 
seventh  century.  Let  us  now  examine.  Justin  Martyr,  who  was  con¬ 
verted  A.  D.  132,  only  about  thirty -six  years  after  John  wrote  the 
book  of  Revelation,  says,  “  There  were  several  persons  living  in  his 
day  who  were  discipled  to  Christ  in  their  infancy,  and  were  then  60 
or  70  years  old.”  See  him  quoted  by  Prof.  Elliot,  on  baptism,  p. 
58.  Ireneus,  who  wrote  within  67  years  of  Apostolic  times,  says, 
“  Christ  came  to  save  all  persons  by  himself;  all,  I  mean,  who  were 
baptized  into  God:  infants  and  little  ones,  and  children  and  youth.” 
Dr.  Wall’s  Inft.  Bap.,  vol.  1,  chap.  3.  Origen,  of  the  Greek  Church, 
in  the  third  century,  says,  “  The  Church  had  a  tradition  or  command 
from  the  Apostles ,  to  give  baptism  to  infants.”  Wall’s  Defence,  p. 
372,  383;  also  Dodridge’s  Lect.,  p.  9.  Cyprain,  and  a  council  of  66 
Bishops,  A.  D.  254,  decided  unanimously  on  the  question  whether 
infants  might  be  baptized  before  the  eighth  day,  that  “  They  might  be 
baptized  as  soon  as  they  were  born.”  Cyp,  ep.,  66.  “  Here,”  says  Lord 

Chancellor  King,  “  is  a  synodical  decree  lor  the  baptism  of  infants,  as 
formal  as  can  be  expected.”  See  his  inquiry,  &c.,  part  2,  chap.  3. 
Pelagius,  though  his  heresy  of  infant  purity  seemed  to  be  against  their 
baptism,  nevertheless  maintained  it,  and  says,  “  Men  slander  me  as  if 
I  denied  the  sacrament  of  baptism  to  infants;  I  never  heard  of  any, 
not  even  the  most  impious  heretic  who  denied  baptism  to  infants.” 
Wall’s  Hist,  of  Baptism,  p.  62.  This  was  300  years  after  the  Apos¬ 
tolic  age.  Gregory  Nazianzen,  who  died  A.  D.  389,  declares  in  his 
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discourse  on  baptism,  “  That  infants  are  to  be  baptized  to  consecrate 
them  to  Jesus  Christ  from  their  infancy.”  See  Prof.  Elliot  on  Bap.  p. 
61.  The  fifth  Council  of  Carthage,  held  A,  D.  401,  decrees  in  her 
7 2d  canon,  “  That  children  ought  to  be  baptized,  when  there  is  no 
proof  that  they  have  already  been  baptized.”  Chyrscstom  who  died 
A.  D.  407,  says,  “  Persons  may  be  baptized  either  in  infancy,  in  middle 
age,  or  in  old  age.”  See  Elliot,  p.  61.  Jerome,  who  died  A.  D. 
420,  says,  “  If  infants  be  not  baptized,  the  sin  of  omitting  their  bap¬ 
tism  is  laid  to  their  parent’s  charge.”  Prof.  Elliot,  p.  61.  Augustine, 
who  died  A.  D.  430,  declares:  “Infant  baptism  the  whole  Church 
practices ;  it  was  not  instituted  by  councils,  but  was  ever  in  use.  This 
the  Church  has  always  had,  has  always  held.  I  never  read  or  heard 
of  any  Christian,  whether  catholic  or  sectary,  who  held  otherwise.” 
See  him  quoted  by  Elliot.  Austin,  in  his  “  Treatise  on  Baptism,” 
says,  “As  the  thief  who  by  necessity  went  without  baptism,  was  saved 
because  by  his  piety  he  had  it  spiritually ;  so  where  baptism  is  had, 
though  the  party  by  necessity  go  without  that  (faith)  which  the  thief 
had,  yet  is  saved,  which  the  whole  body  of  the  Church  holds  as  de¬ 
livered  to  them  in  the  case  of  little  infants  baptized,  who  certainly 
can  not  believe  with  the  heart  to  righteousness,  or  confess  with  the 
mouth  to  salvation,  as  the  thief  could;  nay,  by  their  crying  and  noise 
while  the  sacrament  is  administered,  they  disturb  the  holy  mysteries; 
and  yet  no  Christian  man  of  any  sort  will  say,  they  are  baptized  to  no 
purpose.”  Tertullian,  who  died  about  the  year  216,  opposed  the  bap¬ 
tism  of  infants  except  their  fives  were  in  danger,  and  he  is  the  first 
we  can  find  who  opposed  it  in  any  shape ;  but  his  opposition  arose 
from  his  superstition  that  it  washed  away  all  former  sins,  and  conse¬ 
quently  he  advised  unmarried  persons  to  delay  till  married  or  confirmed 
in  continence.  But  he  neither  denies  its  lawfulness  in  the  case  of 
infants,  nor  intimates  that  it  is  an  innovation  on  Apostolic  practice. 
We  have  now  given  thirteen  authorities  in  favor  of  infant  baptism, 
the  latest  of  which  was  more  than  one  hundred  years  before  popery 
existed ,  and  some  prove  it  to  have  come  from  the  very  Apostles  them¬ 
selves.  Where  now  is  the  foundation  of  the  Baptist  story,  that  “  In¬ 
fant  baptism  is  the  offspring  of  popery?”  Dr.  Wall,  who  made  the 
most  critical  research  into  the  history  of  baptism,  concludes  with  the 
following  brief  summary:  “For  the  first  400  years  after  Christ,  there 
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appears  only  one  man,  Tertullian,  who  advises  the  delay  of  infant  bap¬ 
tism  in  some  cases,  and  one  Gregory,  who  did  perhaps  practice  such 
delay  in  the  case  of  his  own  children;  but  no  society  of  men  so 
thinking  or  so  practising;  or  any  one  man  saying  it  wras  unlawful  to 
baptize  infants.  So  in  the  next  '700  years  there  is  not  so  much  as 
one  man  to  be  found  who  either  spoke  for,  or  practiced  such  delay, 
but  all  the  contrary.”  For  1100  years  after  the  days  of  Christ,  then, 
infant  baptism  was  universally  admitted.  Querry.  Where  was  the 
Baptist  Church  all  this  time?  Now  when  the  Baptists  assume  that 
they  have  had  a  regular  standing  from  the  days  of  the  Apostles,  they 
must  not  wonder  if  we  doubt  their  claim  to  antiquity,  and  ask  a  little 
proof  to  accompany  such  bold  assertions.  Dr.  Wall  informs  us  further, 
that  “A  sect  arose  among  the  Waldenses  A.  D.  1130,  who  declared 
against  the  baptism  of  infants  on  account  of  their  being  incapable  of 
salvation.  But  the  main  body  of  that  people  rejected  their  opinion, 
and  such  as  held  it  quickly  dwindled  away  and  disappeared;  there 
being  no  more  persons  holding  that  tenet  till  the  rising  of  the  German 
Anabaptists  A.  D.  1522.”  The  Baptists  in  the  United  States,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Benedict,  a  Baptist  historian,  took  their  rise  in  the  following 
manner:  Certain  ten  “candidates  for  communion  A*  D.  1639,  nom¬ 
inated  and  appointed  Mr.  Ezekiel  Holliman,  a  man  of  gifts  and  piety, 
to  baptize  Boger  Williams,  and  he  in  return  baptized  Mr.  H.  and  the 
other  ten  ”  See  his  Hist.,  vol.  1,  p.  475.  We  may  now  ask,  if  it 
would  not  be  morally  impossible,  that  a  practice  so  utterly  corrupt  as 
the  Baptists  represent  infant  baptism  to  be,  “as  profane  as  the  baptism 
of  dogs  and  swine,”  should  have  been  so  universally  introduced  im¬ 
mediately  after  the  days  of  the  Apostles,  and  continued  1100  years 
without  some  signal  struggle  in  the  Church  to  oppose  the  innovation  ? 
If  there  was  such  a  struggle,  where  is  the  record  of  it  ?  If  there 
were  Baptist  Churches  throughout  all  that  period,  they  were  of  a 
different  stamp  certainly  from  those  now  extant,  or  their  voice  would 
have  thundered  from  Jerusalem  to  Rome ;  and  their  books,  pamphlets 
and  tracts,  would  have  teemed  in  such  abundance  as  to  make  the 
historian’s  table  groan  under  the  burden.  Now  if  any  one  in  view 
of  all  these  arguments  and  historical  facts,  has  the  hardihood  to  ven¬ 
ture  the  assertion,  that  infant  baptism  is  the  offspring  of  popery — that 
it  is  an  anti-christian  practice,  and  contrary  to  Apostolic  usage,  we  do 
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not  grudge  him  his  reputation  for  consistency ;  nor  do  we  fear  he  will 
make  any  intelligent  community  believe  that  he  has  monopolized  uni¬ 
versal  wisdom,  and  that  those  who  advocate  infant  baptism,  are 
upstart  novices  bereft  of  common  sense. 

Let  us  now  urge  all  parents  who  would  train  up  their  children  in 
the  nurture  and  admonition  of  the  Lord,  to  consecrate  them  to  him  by 
holy  baptism.  Let  them  consider  that  God  has  never  released  parents 
from  the  obligations  he  laid  on  them  thousands  of  years  since ;  and, 
as  the  High  and  Lofty  One  has  condescended  to  own  infants  as 
members  of  his  spiritual  kingdom,  let  all  Christians  be  ready  to  receive 
them  in  the  name  of  Christ,  and  confess  the  same  by  giving  that  seal 
which  he  has  ordered  to  be  affixed  to  the  subjects  of  his  gospel 
kingdom. 
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SERMON  2. 

- »*♦ - 

THE  MODE 

ft 

We  proceed  in  our  next  dbcouise  to  consider  the  mode  of  baptism. 
The  Baptists  sometimes  tell  us  that  all  were  immersed  for  a  thousand 

years  after  the  Apostles.  I  once  heard  a  Mr.  S - when  preaching 

on  baptism,  assart  that  “history  informed  us  none  were  ever  baptized 
otherwise  than  by  immersion  for  the  first  nine  hundred  years  after 
Christ.”  At  the  close  of  his  sermon  I  approached  and  asked  his  au¬ 
thor,  but  he  could  give  me  no  name.  Now  it  would  betray  very 
limited  acquaintance  with  history  for  any  one  to  say  he  never  read  of 
any  baptized  by  sprinkling  or  affusion  during  that  period ;  but  for  a 
historian  to  say  absolutely  that  none  were  so  baptized  during  900 
years,  is  to  commit  an  outrage  upon  the  credulity  of  his  readers. 
Who  does  not  know  that  no.  man  has  a  right  to  assert  a  negative  of 
this  character?  What  man  has  lived  these  900  years?  And  who 
has  been  awake  all  his  life  time,  night  and  day?  Or  who  has  lived 
everywhere  all  this  time?  Yet  all  these  things  are  absolutely  necessary 
to  qualify  him  to  give  in  such  testimony.  After  all  we  undertake  to 
prove  the  very  opposite  of  this.  And  here  a  man  may  be  competent 
to  testify ;  for  though  he  can  not  tell  what  has  been  done  or  not  done 
when  and  where  he  has  not  lived,  yet  he  can  tell  what  comes  under 
his  own  observation.  “Neither  Tertullian”  of  the  2d  centurv,  “nor 
Cyprian”  of  the  3d,  was  so  strenuous  of  immersion  as  to  deny  the 
validity  of  baptism  by  aspersion  or  affusion.  In  cases  of  sickness  or 
weakness,  they  only  sprinkled  water  upon  the  face.”  See  Wat.  Inst, 
p.  649,  vol.  2.  Clinic  baptism,  too,  or  the  baptism  of  the  sick  in 
bed  by  aspersion,  is  allowed  by  Cyprian  to  be  valid ;  so  that  “  if  per- 
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sons  recover  they  need  not  be  baptized  by  immersion.”  Cyp.  ep.  69. 
Ruter  in  bis  Church  History,  tells  us  “  that  in  the  2d  century  baptism 
was  performed  both  by  sprinkling  and  immersion.”  “  Genadius,”  of 
Marseilles,  in  the  5th  century,  says,  “  that  baptism  was  administered 
in  the  Gallic  Church,  in  his  time,  indifferently  by  immersion  or  by 
sprinkling.”  Wat.  Inst.  vol.  2,  p.  649.  Let  it  be  remembered  on 
this  point,  that  the  dispute  between  us  and  the  Baptists,  is  not  whether 
immersion  is  baptism ;  this  we  know  is  one  definition  of  the  original 
word,  “  baptizo ;”  but  we  know  as  positively  that  it  is  not  its  only 
definition.  They  insist  that  nothing  but  immersion  is  baptism,  and 
often  affirm  in  their  confessions  of  faith,  that  a  gospel  Church  is  made 
up  of  those  only  who  have  been  immersed  on  profession  of  faith  in 
Christ.  Here  we  are  at  issue  with  them;  and  shall  not  consent  to 
have  nine-tenths  of  the  Christian  world  un- Churched,  till  they  bring 
us  stronger  proof  of  their  assertion  than  they  have  ever  yet  done. 
They  tell  us  we  are  bound  to  keep  the  ordinances  as  they  were  deliv¬ 
ered  to  us :  that  immersion  was  the  primitive  mode,  and  that  any  depart¬ 
ure  from  it  vitiates  the  ordinance  so  that  the  candidate  is  disqualified 
for  Church  membership  and  the  Lord’s  Supper.  How  even  allowing 
that  immerson  was  the  primitive  mode,  and  that  for  prudential  reasons 
we  had  so  far  varied  as  only  to  sprinkle  or  pour  water  on  the  candi¬ 
date,  we  should  not  be  guilty  of  a  greater  departure  from  primitive 
usage  than  we  are  bound  to  confess  in  reference  to  the  Lord’s  Supper; 
and  in  this  the  Baptists  are  as  deeply  involved  in  the  sin  as  we  are ; 
yet  they  seem  to  have  no  more  compunction  than  ourselves.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  words  “  estheo  ”  and  “ phago”  the  original  words 
used  in  reference  to  this  ordinance,  are  used  to  signify  the  principal 
meal  in  the  day,  and  the  primitive  usage  certainly  was  to  eat  a  full 
meal,  yet  we  have  all  become  so  reckless  of  Apostolic  usage,  as  to  be 
perfectly  satisfied  with  a  morsel  of  bread  and  wine.  Surely  they 
ought  to  take  a  little  care  while  throwing  stones  at  our  glass  house, 
lest  they  should  demolish  their  own.  Here  you  see  is  proof  that  they 
do  not  believe  that  a  diminution  of  the  quantity  of  the  element  used, 
vitiates  an  ordinance.  Still  we  are  not  convinced  of  having  departed 
from  primitive  usage  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  baptism.  Though  we 
allow  that  in  some  cases  the  Apostles  might  have  immersed,  yet  we 
honestly  believe  in  other  cases  they  baptized  by  pouring  or  sprinkling. 
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There  are  some  very  obvious  objections  against  the  invariable  practice 
of  immersion.  First,  there  would  often  be  great  difficulty  in  obtaining 
a  sufficiency  of  water,  especially  at  certain  seasons  of  the  year.  Second, 
both  the  candidate  and  administrator  would  extremely  endanger 
their  health  in  the  winter  season,  particularly  in  high  latitudes.  This 
we  have  proved  both  by  experience  and  observation.  If  immersion 
were  the  only  allowable  mode,  how  did  the  Apostles  dare  to  say  to 
certain  Jews  who  taught  the  Gentiles  they  must  be  circumcised  and 
keep  the  law  of  Moses,  “Why  tempt  ye  God,  to  put  a  yoke  on  the 
neck  of  the  disciples,  which  neither  our  fathers  nor  we  were  able  to 
bear?”  Acts  15 — 10.  Would  not  the  Jews  have  retorted  at  once; 
“  Immersion  in  all  latitudes  would  be  a  heavier  yoke  still.”  Third, 
how  could  a  religion  which  so  scrupulously  enjoins  modesty  on  females, 
lay  such  a  tax  on  their  delicacy  as  to  oblige  them  to  be  immersed  by 
men  in  the  midst  of  a  promiscuous  crowd  ?  To  accommodate  their 
prejudices  we  have  baptized  many  in  this  way,  but  have  often  suffered 
extremely  in  our  own  feelings  to  witness  the  struggles  of  their  modesty. 
Yet  we  are  often  told  with  much  apparent  zeal  that  those  who  aie 
baptized  otherwise  are  unwilling  to  bear  the  cross ;  and  when  we  make 
the  struggles  and  spasms  attending  immersion  an  objection  to  the 
mode,  we  are  sometimes  met  with  the  vulgar  cant,  “  You  sprinkle 
your  squalling  infants But  do  the  signs  of  the  infants’  uneasiness 
arise  from  intrusions  on  their  modesty;  or  from  the  fear  of  being 
strangled  or  drowned?  No,  verily;  but  from  an  application  as  mild 
as  that  which  is  daily  used  for  their  cleanliness,  and  which  causes 
equal  uneasiness.  But  let  us  inquire  what  cross  is  borne  by  one  who 
is  immersed  more  than  by  one  who  is  sprinkled  ?  The  cross  consists 
in  opposition  to  the  carnal  mind,  not  in  violence  to  modesty,  nor  to 
innocent  bodily  comfort.  This  kind  of  cross  savors  too  much  of  that 
improvement  of  the  significancy  of  the  baptismal  rite  of  which  Dr* 
Wall  speaks  in  his  history  of  baptism,  chap.  15,  part  2.  He  says, 
“  The  ancient  Christians  when  they  were  baptized  by  immersion  were 
all  baptized  naked;  whether  they  were  men,  women  or  children. 
They  thought  it  better  represented  putting  off  the  old  man,  and  the 
nakedness  of  Christ  on  the  cross.  Moreover  as  baptism  is  a  washing, 
they  judged  it  should  be  a  washing  of  the  body,  not  of  the  clothes.” 
Robinson  states  the  same  in  his  history  of  baptism,  p.  85.  Would  it 
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not  be  a  greater  cross  of  the  same  kind  to  be  baptized  naked  than  to 
be  immersed  with  the  clothes  on  ?  Why  do  our  Baptist  friends  shun 
the  cross  of  these  their  predecessors  in  immersion?  Fourth,  we  can 
not  believe  that  God  requires  us  to  receive  baptism  in  a  way  that  so 
perfectly  disqualifies  the  candidate  for  calm,  collected  devotion.  The 
chilling  element,  especially  in  winter,  coming  suddenly  in  contact  with 
those  portions  of  the  surface  constantly  accustomed  to  warm  clothing, 
produces  a  strong  involuntary  motion  of  the  muscles,  and  a  kind  of 
spasmodic  action  of  the  lungs,  which  can  not  fail  to  distract  the  mind 
and  unfit  it  for  devotion.  I  speak  from  experience,  having  been  bap¬ 
tized  bv  immersion  with  ice  in  the  stream.  I  know  whereof  I  affirm. 
But  let  us  notice-  the  arguments  brought  to  support  the  position  that 
immersion  is  the  only  mode.  We  are  told  that  “  Jesus  was  baptized 
of  John  in  Jordan.”  Mark  1 — 9.  Not  to  insist  that  John’s  was  not 
Christian  baptism,  does  this  prove  immersion  ?  Compare  it  with  the 
Septuagint  of  Joshua  3 — 8,  “And  thou  shalt  command  the  priests 
that  bear  the  ark  of  the  covenant,  saying,  when  ye  are  come  to  the  brink 
of  the  water  of  Jordan,  ye  shall  stand  still  in  Jordon .”  The  words’ 
here  and  in  Mark  quoted  above,  are  precisely  the  same,  both  in  the 
English  and  Greek;  but  it  is  certain  the  priests  spoken  of  in  Joshua 
were  not  to  be  in  the  water  when  “  in  Jordan,”  for  they  were  to  stand 
still  as  soon  as  they  were  come  to-  the  brink  of  it.  In  the  same  way 
Christ  and  John  could  be  “  in  Jordan,”  by  only  standing  at  the  brink 
of  it.  Take  the  following  account  of  the  missionary,  Wolfe,  respect¬ 
ing  a  sect  he  found  in  Mesopotamia  calling  themselves  “  The  followers 
of  John  the  Baptist.”  The  priests  or  bishops  baptize  children  thirty 
days  old.  They  take  the  child  to  the  bank  of  the  river;  a  relation  or 
friend  holds  the  child  near  the  surface  of  the  water,  while  the  priest 
sprinkles  the  element  upon  it,  and  with  prayers  they  name  the  child. 
Mr.  Wolfe  asks,  “Why  do  you  baptize  in  rivers?”  They  answer 
“  Because  John  the  Baptist  baptized  in  the  river  Jordan.”  See  his 
Jour.  vol.  2,  p.  311.  But  there  is  no  probability  that  John  practiced 
immersion  because  it  is  said,  “  There  went  out  unto  him  all  the 
land  of  Judea,  and  they  of  Jerusalem,  and  were  all  baptized  of  him.’ 
Now  all  never  means  less  than  half,  but  must  embrace  a  majority  at 
least.  Taking  this  rule  and  following  the  best  data  for  the  population 
of  these  regions,  and  allowing  John  to  have  baptized  six  hours  every 
day  during  the  time  he  exercised  his  ministry,  he  must  have  baptized 
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at  least  thirty  a  minute  to  accomplish  the  work.  Who  believes  he 
did  this  by  immersion?  But  as  he  baptized  in  the  wilderness  where 
he  preached,  and  where  there  were  no  houses  at  hand,  where  did  the 
people,  men  and  women,  change  their  dress,  if  he  immersed  them  at 
all  ?  Certainly  not  in'  the  presence  of  the  multitude,  unless  they  out¬ 
raged  all  modesty.  And  if  Philip  baptized  the  eunuch  by  immersion, 
where  did  they  change;  and  how  did  they  dispose  of  their  wet  clothing, 
seeing  they  were  both  on  a  journey,  and  Philip  on  foot  ?  Did  the 
eunuch  put  up  his  clothes  wet?  And  did  Philip  carry  his  dripping  on 
his  back,  if  he  chanced  to  have  a  change  with  him  ?  Were  the  jailor 
and  his  household  immersed?  If  so,  where  was  it  done?  Was  pro" 
vision  made  for  this  in  the  very  prison  where  the  Apostles  were  con¬ 
fined  for  preaching  the  gospel?  Did  the  Apostles  go  away  to  some 
river,  and  the  very  next  morning  say  to  the  sergeants  sent  by  the 
magistrates  to  ask  them  to  leave  the  prison,  “  They  have  beaten  us 
openly,  uncondemned,  being  Romans,  and  have  cast  us  into  prison; 
and  now  do  they  thrust  us  out  privily?  Hay,  verily;  but  let  them 
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come  and  fetch  us  out.”  How  basely  hypocritical  they  must  have 
been,  to  profess  an  unwillingness  to  leave  the  prison  till  legally  dis¬ 
charged  by  the  same  officers  that  put  them  in  it,  at  the  same  time 
they  had  been  guilty  of  absconding  to  some  river  to  baptize. 

Let  us  now  give  the  Scripture  we  selected  as  a  sort  of  text,  a  fair 
investigation.  This  and  its  parallel,  Col.  2 — 12,  have  been  thought 
by  immersionists  to  furnish  evidence  exactly  in  point.  The  scope  of 
the  Apostle’s  design  must  be  perfectly  overlooked  to  arrive  at  such  a 
conclusion.  Some  by  rashly  assuming  the  position  that  baptism  is  a 
type  or  emblem  of  the  burial  and  resurrection  of  Christ,  construe  these 
texts  accordingly.  But  let  us  look  carefully  and  see  if  they  will  bear 
such  construction.  Notice  first,  Col.  2 — 12.  “Buried  with  him  in 
baptism ;  wherein  also  ye  are  risen  with  him,  through  the  faith  of  the 
operation  of  God.”  Now  if  baptism  be  the  type,  going  under  the 
water  represents  Christ’s  burial,  and  rising  from  it,  his  resurrection. 
This  certainly  can  not  be  correct ;  because  the  Apostle  saya  of  the  last, 
“  Ye  are  risen  with  him  through  the  faith  of  the  operation  of  God,” 
which  shows  that  he  here  speaks  of  the  spiritual  or  mystical  resur¬ 
rection  of  his  brethren,  which  bears  a  resemblance  to  the  literal  resur¬ 
rection  of  Christ;  which  literal  resurrection  he  uses  as  the  figure;  for 
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no  one  believes  that  a  person  rises  out  of  the  water  in  baptism  by 
faith .  Of  course  then,  as  the  resurrection  of  his  brethren  of  which 

he  speaks  must  be  a  spiritual  one,  being  experienced  by  faith,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  Christ’s  literal  resurrection  is  made  the  figure 
the  only  alternative  is,  that  the  burial  also  must  be  spiritual  or  mysti¬ 
cal,  set  over  against  Christ's  literal  burial ,  w7hich  is  made  a  figure 
thereof.  Now  examine  the  text,  Rom.  6 — 4,  in  its  connection.  In 
the  preceding  chapter  the  Apostle  had  asserted,  in  view  of  the  rich 
provisions  of  grace,  that  “  where  sin  abounded  grace  did  much  more 
abound,”  and,  apprehending  that  some  would  construe  the  doctrine 
into  an  occasion  of  licentiousness,  he  proceeds  in  the  6tli  chapter  to 
ask,  “  What  shall  we  say  then  ?  shall  we  continue  in  sin  that  grace 
may  abound  ?  God  forbid !  How  shall  we  that  are  dead  to  sin  live 
any  longer  therein  ?”  Here  you  perceive  he  opposes  any  further  con¬ 
tinuance  in  sin  from  the  consideration  that  they  are  dead  to  it.  But 
how  have  they  become  dead  to  it?  By  their  baptismal  covenant.  So 
he  continues :  “  Know  ye  not,  that  so  many  of  us  as  were  baptized 

into  Jesus  Christ  were  baptized  into  his  death  P  That  is,  when  we 
took  the  badge  of  discipleship,  (baptism,)  we  assumed  the  responsibil¬ 
ities  of  disciples,  or  covenanted  to  “  deny  ourselves  and  bear  the 
cross,”  or  be  “  crucified  to  the  wrorld.”  “  Therefore,”  (because  we  have 
taken  such  vows,)  “  we  are  buried  wTith  him  by  baptism  into  death  ” — 
not  only  having  become  pledged  to  be  “  dead  indeed  unto  sin,”  but 
having  undergone  by  such  pledge,  a  mystical  burial  to  the  world , 
resembling  the  literal  burial  of  Christ,  and  having  hid  our  life  with 
Christ  in  God.  “  That,  like  as  Christ  wras  raised  up  from  the  dead 
by  the  glory  of  the  Father,  even  so  we  also  should  walk  in  newness 
of  life.”  Here  the  obligation  to  wralk  in  newness  of  life  arises  from 
the  consideration  of  the  death  and  burial  connected  with  their  bap¬ 
tism,  of  which  the  Apostle  had  just  spoken.  But  what  obligation  to 
“  walk  in  newness  of  life  ”  is  assumed  by  the  mere  circumstance  of 
being  immersed  in  water?  Certainly  none  at  all.  Therefore  the 
burial  that  laid  them  under  obligation  to  “  walk  in  newness  of  life  ” 
was  a  mystical  one,  corresponding  with  the  literal  burial  of  Christ. 
That  the  above  construction  is  the  true  one,  becomes  still  more  evi¬ 
dent  from  what  immediately  follows,  viz;  “For  if  we  have  been 
planted  together  in  the  likeness  of  his  death,  we  shall  be  also  in  the 
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likeness  of  his  resurrection ;  knowing  this  that  our  old  man  is  crucified 
with  him,  that  the  body  of  sin  might  be  destroyed,  that  henceforth  we 
should  not  serve  sin”  The  words,  “for  if  we  have  been,”  show  be¬ 
yond  contradiction  that  the  planting  together  in  the  likeness  of  Christ’s 
death  in  the  fifth  verse,  means  the  same  that  being  buried  with  him 
by  baptism  into  death  does  in  the  fourth.  And  here  it  is  certain  that 
the  literal  death  or  crucifixion  of  Christ  is  made  the  figure,  and  the 
crucifixion  of  “the  old  man,”  or  “putting  off  the  body  of  the  sins  of 
the  flesh  ”  the  thing  signified.  Hence  the  argument  is,  “  If  we  have 
been  planted  in  the  likeness  of  his  death  ” — having  honestly,  with  a 
true  faith,  “  put  off  the  body  of  the  sins  of  the  flesh,  we  shall  be  also 
in  the  likeness  of  his  resurrection;”  not  by  rising  from  under  the 
water,  but  by  a  spiritual  resurrection  from  a  death  in  sin,  to  newness 
of  life.  From  the  above  investigation  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the 
Apostle  had  no  sort  of  reference  to  the  mode  of  baptism  as  having  a 
resemblance  to  the  burial  of  Christ,  because  this  would  lay  no 
foundation  for  urging  the  obligation  to  “wralk  in  newness  of  life;”  but 
his  reference  must  have  been  to  the  baptismal  covenant ,  by  which  the 
candidate  assumed  an  obligation  to  renounce  sin  and  lead  a  holy  life. 
Now  let  us  examine  the  most  prominent  remaining  texts  that  are 
brought  to  prove  immersion  to  be  the  exclusive  mode  of  baptism. 
“  John  also  was  baptizing  in  Enon,  near  to  Salim,  because  there  was 
much  wrater  there.”  To  one  who  is  fatally  wedded  to  plunging,  the 
mention  of  much  water,  suggests  no  idea  but  that  of  immersion,  and  can 
serve  no  other  purpose  where  baptism  is  administered.  But  can  any 
man  make  himself  believe  that  John  would  leave  Bethabara  where  he 
was  baptizing  before,  and  go  fifty  miles  further  up  the  river 
to  Enon,  for  the  sake  of  getting  more  river  water?  His  previous 
place  of  baptizing  was  where  there  must  have  been  more  water 
in  the  river ,  being  just  below  where  a  considerable  stream  came 
in  from  the  East.  Let  any  one  connect  the  meaning  of  the  word 
Enon — “  cloud,  or  fountain,” — with  the  idea  of  the  vast  multitudes 
that  flocked  to  John  for  baptism,  and  consider  what  an  amount 
of  spring  water  they  needed  for  drink,  and  he  will  find  a  better 
reason  for  the  expression,  “  because  there  was  much  water  there,”  than 
that  of  going  fifty  miles  up  stream  to  get  more  river  water.  Again,  it 
is  said  of  Philip  and  the  eunuch.  Acts  viii :  38,  “  They  went  down  both 
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into  the  water,  both  Philip  and  the  eunuch ;  and  he  baptized  him. 
Therefore  say  our  Baptist  friends,  he  immersed  him.  But  what  proves 
it  ? — their  going  down  into  the  water  ?  Then  listen  to  me.  I  once 
baptized  several  persons  in  the  West  Canada  Creek,  Herkimer  County* 
N.  Y.  (and  the  Spirit  was  so  shed  upon  them  that  they  were  filled 
with  joy.)  We  went  down  into  the  water  and  came  up  out  of  the  wa¬ 
ter.  How  did  I  baptize  them  ?  I  once  asked  a  person  thus,  and  got 
for  a  reply,  “  How  can  I  tell,  when  I  wa’n’t  there”  ?  The  fact  is,  I  did 
not  immerse  them.  But  are  we  sure  that  Philip  and  the  eunuch  actu¬ 
ally  went  into  the  water?  The  Greek  word  translated  into,  is  “  eis ,” 
and  is  rendered  unto,  not  less  than  285  times  in  the  Hew  Testament. 

I  once  heard  a  Baptist  preacher  assert  that  it  always  means  “ into ” 
and  may  he  properly  so  rendered  in  every  case.  Mr.  A.  Campbell  says 
the  same.  See  how  this  rule  will  go  with  the  following  texts :  Christ 
said,  Matt,  xvii:  27,  “Go  thou  to  (eis)  the  sea,  and  cast  a  hook.” 
Did  he  mean  into  the  sea?  2  Kings  vi:  4,  in  the  Septuagint,  “And 
when  they  came  to  (eis)  Jordan  they  cut  down  wood.”  Surely  they 
did  not  stand  in  the  river  and  cut  wood.  John  xi :  31,“  She  goeth  unto 
(eis)  the  grave  to  weep  there.”  Did  Mary  go  into  Lazarus’  grave  ?  — 
John  xi:  38,  “Jesus  cometh  to  (eis)  the  grave.”  Did  he  go  into  Laz¬ 
arus’  grave?  John  xi:  32,  “  She  fell  down  at  (eis)  his  feet.”  Certainly 
not  into  them.  John  xx :  3,  4,  “  The  other  disciple  did  outrun  Peter, 
and  came  first  to  (eis)  the  sepulchre,  yet  went  he  not  in.  To  translate 
“m”  into,  in  this  place,  would  make  the  text  flatly  contradict  itself,  by 
saying  the  disciple  came  into  the  sepulchre,  yet  went  he  not  in.  We 
believe  the  words  “ eis ”  and  uek'\  rendered  into  and  out  of  by  the  trans¬ 
lators,  might  with  equal  propriety  be  rendered  to  and  from.  That  any 
one  may  be  satisfied  for  himself,  we  here  set  down  from  Grove’s  Greek 
Lexicon  the  first  three  definitions  of  the  twoVords :  “  eis,”  1  in,  2  into , 
3  to;  “  ekf  1  of,  2  from,  3  out  of  Or,  eis  in,  into,  to;  ek,  of,  from, 
out  of.  Any  person  will  see  that  to  make  the  definitions  correspond, 
the  translators  must  either  take  the  2d  of  eis  and  3d  of  ek,  and  so  read 
“they  went  into  and  came  out  of  the  water,”  or  they  must  take  the  3d  of 
eis  and  2d  of  ek,  and  read,  “  they  went  down  to  and  came  up  from  the 
wrater.”  In  either  case,  they  would  have  the  2d  definition  of  one,  and 
the  3d  of  the  other. 

Now  as  each  of  the  above  translations  agrees  alike  with  the  order 
of  the  definitions,  the  only  remaining  consideration  to  determine  our 
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course,  is  the  context  or  attendant  circumstances.  These  are  certainly 
in  favor  of  the  latter,  for  then  you  would  not  he  obliged  to  think  of 
a  traveler  on  foot,  either  wearing  his  wet  clothes  or  carrying  them 
dripping  upon  his  back  if  he  had  a  change.  But  suppose  we  admit 
the  utmost  the  Baptists  can  claim  in  this  case;  that  both  went  literally 
into  the  water,  and  that  the  eunuch  was,  at  one  time,  wholly  under 
water.  Suppose,  also,  that  we  admit  the  assertion  of  some  Baptist 
critics,  that  baptizo,  or  baptize,  means  to  immerse,  and  nothing  else. — 
It  is  said,  after  they  went  down  into  the  water,  that  Philip  baptized 
the  eunuch.  Did  he  immerse  him  ?  He  might  have  immersed  that 
part  of  him  which  was  not  under  water  before  his  action  com¬ 
menced  on  him ;  but  this  was  only  his  upper  extremities.  Suppose  a 
man  should  walk  into  the  water  above  his  middle,  and  afterward  Mr. 
A.  should  put  one  of  his  arms  into  the  water,  and  then  Mr.  B.  the 
other,  and  finally  Mr.  C.  all  the  rest  that  had  not  yet  been  wet.  Did 
Mr.  A.  baptize  him  ?  Did  Mr.  B.  ?  Did  Mr.  C.  ?  Did  they  all  bap¬ 
tize  him?  Not  if  the  Baptists’  definition  of  the  word  is  correct.  So, 
then,  according  to  their  own  showing,  they  only  about  half  baptize 
their  candidates.  Yet  they  charge  us  with  telling  fibs,  because  we 
say  we  baptize  persons  when  we  do  not  immerse  them.  They  have  no 
alternative,  then,  but  to  give  up  their  definition  of  the  word,  or  have 
their  administrators  put  every  candidate  wholly  under  water,  from  the 
tip  of  his  toe  to  the  crown  of  his  head.  Again,  it  is  said  Matt,  iii :  1 6, 
“Jesus,  when  he  was  baptized,  went  up  straitway  out  of  the  water.” — 
Here  the  Greek  preposition  translated  “  out  of,”  is  apo *  Its  principal 
definition  is  “from”,  as  every  person  may  see  by  consulting  the  Greek 
Diet.  It  is  rendered  “from,”  not  less  than  335  times  in  the  New 
Testament,  and  “  out  of”  only  42  times.  Now  if  the  translators  were 
biased  by  the  fear  of  King  James,  as  Mr.  Bliss,  Campbell,  and  other 
Baptists  tell  us,  so  that  they  did  not  dare  to  translate  baptizo,  lest  the 
doctrine  of  sprinkling  should  be  overthrown,  why  did  they  not  trans¬ 
late  “apo  f  from,  in  the  above  case,  and  “eis”  and  “ek”,  to  and  from 
in  the  case  of  the  eunuch  ?  The  fact  that  they  did  not,  is  a  triumphant 
vindication  against  all  reproach  cast  upon  them  for  leaning  towards 
sprinkling. 


Out  of  is  the  11th  definition  in  Grove’s  Diet. 
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But  we  come  finally,  to  notice  the  word  baptize,  which  is  a  Greek 
word  with  an  English  termination.  We  are  repeatedly  told  by  Bap¬ 
tist  Divines,  that  it  his  only  one  definition,  and  that  is  “  to  immerse.” 
The  root  of  this  word  is  bapto ,  which  Grove  defines  as  follows :  “  To 
dip,  plunge,  immerse ;  to  wash;  to  wet,  moisten,  sprinkle;  to  steep,  im¬ 
bue;  to  dye,  stain,  color.’*  No  wonder  then,  that  Dr.  Carson,  a  Baptist 
writer,  should  confess  that  all  the  lexicographers  and  commentators  are 
against  him,  while  he  asserts  that  baptizo  means  only  “  to  immerse.” 
See  his  work  on  Baptism,  p.  79.  Prof.  Stuart,  in  his  work  on  the  Mode 
of  Baptism,  p.  100,  says  “Dr.  Carson  lays  down  positions  respecting 
the  meaning  of  words,  which  every  lexicon  on  earth  always  must  con¬ 
tradict.  ”  To  show  still  further  that  the  word  “  baptizo”  does  not  al¬ 
ways  signify  to  immerse,  let  us  now  furnish  some  texts  in  which  it 
must  mean  something  else.  Since  Baptist  critics  tell  us  that  the  defin¬ 
itions  “  to  wet,  moisten,  and  sprinkle,”  have  been  added  since  the  ordi¬ 
nance  has  been  corrupted,  let  us  have  one  example  from  the  Septuagint, 
a  translation  of  the  Old  Testament  into  Greek,  285  years  before  Christ. 
Dan.  iv :  33,  it  is  said  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  “his  body  was  wet  (Greek 
“bapto”)  with  the  dew  of  heaven.”  Mr,  Campbell  boldly  asserts  that 
he  was  immersed  as  in  a  river!  Astonishing  dews  were  produced  to 
meet  the  demands  of  this  craving  word !  According  to  Luke  11 — 38 
when  Christ  sat  down  to  meat  with  a  Pharisee,  “  he  marveled  that  he 
had  not  first  ivashed  (baptized)  before  dinner.”  No  one  can  think  he 
expected  him  to  immerse  himself.  In  Mark  vii :  4,  it  is  said  of  the 
Jews,  “  when  they  come  from  tlie  market,  except  they  wash  (baptize) 
they  eat  not.  And  many  other  things  there  be,  which  they  have  re¬ 
ceived  to  hold,  as  the  washing  (baptism)  of  cups  and  pots,  brazen  ves¬ 
sels  and  tables.”  Did  they  immerse  their  tables  ?  In  1  Cor.  x :  2,  it 
is  said,  the  Israelites  “were  all  baptized  unto  Moses  in  the  cloud  and 
in  the  sea.”  If  they  were  immersed,  the  history  of  that  transaction  in 
the  Old  Testament  is  false,  for  it  declares  that  they  went  through  “on  dry 
ground”  and  “  dry  shod,”  If  having  water  on  two  sides,  with  nothing 
more  than  a  spray  falling  on  them  from  the  cloud  can  be  called  bap¬ 
tism  by  the  breath  of  inspiration,  we  shall  not  be  frightened  out  of  our 
religion  by  having  people  tell  us  we  have  not  been  baptized  because  we 
have  not  been  plunged  wholly  under  water.  In  Heb.  ix :  10,  the 
apostle  speaks  of  divers  ivashings  (baptisms)  under  the  law,  which  were 
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ceremonial  purifications  performed  by  sprinkling  the  tent,  the  vessels, 
the  people,  and  any  unclean  person;  as  may  be  seen  in  Heb.  ix:  \3 , 
and  Num.  xix :  18.  Here,  then,  baptism  means  sprinkling.  John  says, 
“I  indeed  baptize  you  with  water;”  and  Christ  says,  Acts  i:  5,  “John 
truly  baptized  with  water,  but  ye  shall  be  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghost 
not  many  days  hence.  ”  What  an  inappropriate  use  of  language  it 
would  be  to  say,  “I  baptize  you  with  water”  when  letting  one  down 
into  the  water !  It  is  evident,  therefore  that  the  candidates  were  bap¬ 
tized  with  the  water,  not  buried  ix  it. 

But  the  argument  assumes  an  irresistible  form  when  we  learn,  not 
only  that  the  people  were  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  but  that  the 
very  mode  was  actually  by  pouring.  Mr.  Bliss  tells  us  in  the  Bap. 
Register,  that  the  text  informs  us  the  room  was  filled  with  the  Holy 
Ghost,  and  so  the  people  were  immersed.  But  the  text  says  no  such 
thing.  Hear  it.  Acts  2 — 2,  3,  4,  ‘And  suddenly  there  came  a  sour  cl 
from  heaven,  as  of  a  rushing  mighty  wind,  and  it  filled  all  the  house 
where  they  were  sitting.’  So  far  the  Holy  Ghost  is  not  mentioned  ; 
the  sound  filled  the  house.  ‘  And  there  appeared  unto  them  cloven 
tongues  like  as  of  fire,  and  it  sat  upon  each  of  them  ;  and  they  were 
all  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghost'  So  the  Holy  Ghost  filled  the  people 
not  the  house.  Keep  it  in  mind  that  this  is  the  very  baptism  which 
Christ  told  his  disciples  they  should  receive,  and  then  hear  Peter  tell 
the  mode  by  which  it  was  performed.  “  This  is  that  which  was  spoken 
by  the  prophet  Joel — it  shall  come  to  pass  in  the  last  days  saith  God, 
I  will  pour  out  my  spirit  upon  all  flesh.”  Add  to  this  what  Peter 
said  of  his  preaching  to  the  Gentiles.  ‘  As  I  began  to  speak  the  Holy 
Ghost  fell  on  them  as  on  us  at  the  beginning.  Then  remembered  I 
the  word  of  the  Lord  how  that  he  said,  John  indeed  baptized  with 
water;  but  ye  shall  be  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghost  ’  Acts  11 :  15, 
16.  But  they  were  baptized  with  fire.  This  ‘sat  upon  them  but 
will  any  dare  to  say  this  ‘filled  the  house,’  or  that  they  were  immersed 
in  it  ?  In  these  cases  the  whole  transaction  is  so  circumstantially  and 
perfectly  described  as  to  determine  the  mode  of  baptism  by  the  Spiiit, 
beyond  the  possibility  of  mistake.  Now  after  the  apostles  had  heard 
water  baptism  and  that  of  the  spirit  spoken  of  in  the  same  breath, 
and  after  having  seen  the  latter  performed  by  pouring,  as  if  to  show 
them  the  mode;  is  it  at  all  probable  that  they  would  so  soon  stray  from 
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the  model  just  set  before  them,  as  to  administer  water  baptism  imme¬ 
diately  by  immersion  ?  They  could  not  be  so  stupid.  If  the  Scriptures 
then,  point  out  one  mode  more  fully  than  another,  it  is  that  of  pour¬ 
ing.  Yet  the  Baptists  boldly  assert  that  Baptizo  means  to  immerse,  and 
nothing  else.  No  matter  what  Greek  Dictionaries  say;  an  army  of 
them  cannot  stand  before  one  of  these  hardy  sons  of  literature.  Nor 
are  all  the  detailed  circumstances  of  the  baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost, 
being  *  poured  out’ ;  ‘  shed  forth’ ;  falling  on  the  people,  &c.,  with 
those  of  baptizing  before  dinner — baptizing  tables — baptizing  the 
Israelites  dry  shod;  and  baptizing  Nebuchadnezzar  with  the  dew  of 
heaven,  of  any  moment  with  them.  They  can  even  compel  the 
heavens  out  of  nature’s  course,  and  so  condense  the  dewy  vapors,  under 
their  sinewy  hand  as  to  waft  the  hapless  king  in  a  .flood,  sooner  than 
bend  their  Medo-Persian  law  respecting  baptism.  They  tell  us  we 
must  conform  to  the  most  literal  construction  of  the  word,  when  ad¬ 
ministering  the  ordinance,  (though  Peter  says  baptism  is  a  figure,)  but 
when  the  word  is  found  in  such  connection  as  to  exclude  the  idea  of 
immersion,  they  will  have  it  understood  figuratively.  They  quarrel 
with  translators  for  leaving  baptize  in  the  Greek,  untranslated;  and 
giving  us  a  new  version,  they  seize  on  immersion ,  one  definition  out 
of  twelve,  and  tug  that  along  as  far  as  into  Latin,  (for  immersion  is 
a  Latin  word  anglicised,)  and  there  they  drop  it;  leaving  us  poor 
English  scholars  to  guess  out  eleven  twelfths  of  the  meaning  and  take 
Latin  for  the  rest.  Verily  we  are  none  the  better  off  for  their  help. 
So  we  plod  along  with  the  old  Bible  the  translators  gave  us,  and 
honestly  believe  we  shall  be  able  so  to  understand  the  ordinance  of 
baptism  as  not  to  miss  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  though  we  may  be  de¬ 
prived  of  a  place  in  the  Baptist  Church,  and  be  shut  from  the  table  of 
their  communion. 

To  conclude :  we  have  seen  in  the  course  of  the  investigation  that 
God  has  always  had  a  Church  since  the  days  of  Abraham : — that  in¬ 
fants  have  always  been  recognized  as  members  of  that  Church — that 
they  belong  to  the  kingdom  of  heaven : — that  the  rite  of  initiation  till 
Christ’s  time  was  circumcision: — since  that,  baptism: — that  the  latter 
has  taken  the  place  of  the  former : — that  its  administration  is  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  any  one  mode : — that  either  immersion,  pouring,  or  sprink¬ 
ling  is  baptism : — that  the  former  of  these  is  often  inconvenient  and 
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oppressive : — that  it  savors  too  much  of  austerity  for  the  mildness  of 
the  gospel,  and  is  sometimes  dangerous  to  health : — that  the  baptism 
of  the  spirit  was  by  pouring,  and  no  doubt  its  emblem,  that  of  water 
was  conformed  to  it  in  apostolic  times.  That  there  may  be  less  stress 
laid  on  the  mode  of  administering  water  baptism,  and  more  fervent  sup¬ 
plication  for  the  Baptism  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  the  prayer  of  your 
unworthy  servant  in  Christ  our  Lord.  Amen. 
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